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PER CURI AM

Appel lant WIlliam Floyd Ford, Jr., was convicted by a
jury of attenpted robbery of a federally insured bank, 18 U S.C. §
2113(a) and for being a felon in possession of a handgun, 18 U. S. C
8 922(g)(1). At trial, Ford s notion for judgnent of acquitta
under Federal Rule of Crimnal Procedure 29 was denied after the
Governnent presented its case. Ford s renewed notion for judgnent
of acquittal at the close of trial was al so denied by the district
court. The district court sentenced Ford to seventy-ei ght nonths’
i mprisonnment, and Ford tinely appeal ed.

Ford’'s appellate counsel has filed an Anders’ brief
rai sing one i ssue: whether the Rule 29 notion was properly denied.
Ford filed a supplenental pro se brief in which he alleges the
following points of error: (1) the nmmgistrate judge had no
constitutional or statutory authority to issue Ford s arrest
warrant; (2) the arrest warrant was defective; (3) the crimna
conpl ai nt was defective; (4) the prosecutor’s closing argunent was
i mproper because it bol stered the credibility of witnesses; (5) the
in-court identification of Ford was flawed; and (6) the jury charge
was defective. Ford has noved in this court for |eave to file an
anended pro se brief to add one nore substantive claim of

reversible error, nanely, that the governnent did not have

"Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967).




jurisdiction over his weapons possession offense. We grant the
nmotion. The matter is now ripe for Anders review by this court.
W have reviewed the testinony adduced at trial and
conclude the district court properly denied Ford’ s Rul e 29 noti ons.
When the evidence is viewed in the light nost favorable to the
Governnment, a reasonable jury could readily conclude that Ford
commtted both of the crimes charged in the indictnment. Uni t ed

States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862 (4th Cr. 1996). W further

conclude from the record that the additional issues asserted by
Ford in his pro se briefs are without nerit.

We have i ndependently reviewed the entire record in this
case i n accordance with Anders and have found no neritorious issues
for appeal. We therefore affirmFord s convictions and sentence.
This court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of
his right to petition the Supreme Court of the United States for
further review If the client requests that a petition be filed,
but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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